Abstract: In this paper, we provide a brief review of how entrepreneurship policies have evolved and what implied conceptions of "entrepreneurship" underlie attempts to measure the phenomenon. We propose that a major shortcoming in policy thinking is the insufficient recognition that entrepreneurship, at a country level, is a systemic phenomenon and should be approached as such. To address this gap, we propose the concept of National Systems of Entrepreneurship that recognizes the systemic character of country-level entrepreneurship, and also recognizes that, although embedded in a country-level context, entrepreneurial processes are fundamentally driven by individuals. We then explain how the Global Entrepreneurship and Development Index methodology is designed to profile National Systems of Entrepreneurship. We apply the GEDI approach to examine the entrepreneurial performance of the European Union. According to the GEDI index, the EU countries reveal considerable differences in their entrepreneurial performance. Moreover, there are even larger differences over the 14 pillars of entrepreneurship. In addition to highlighting bottleneck factors, the index also provides rough indications on how much a country should seek to alleviate a given bottleneck. While there are numerous ways to improve entrepreneurship in the EU and its member states, we analyze only one simple situation. An important implication of the analysis is that uniform policy does not work, and the EU member states should apply different policy mixes to reach the same improvement in the GEDI points.
Introduction
One of the most important challenges that most of the developed countries have been facing over the last few decades is the shift from the managed economy to the entrepreneurial economy. The most notable signs of this shift are the following:
(1) instead of physical capital and labor, knowledge has become the driving force of economic growth; (2) individuals rather than firms are the leading factor in new knowledge creation; (3) as opposed to large conglomerates, small and new firms play the dominant role in transferring newly created knowledge to marketable goods; (4) traditional industrial policy, with antitrust laws and small business protection, has been replaced by a much broader entrepreneurship policy aiming to promote individuals and to enable high-growth potential start-ups (Audretsch 2007; Audretsch and Thurik 2001; Henrekson and Stenkula 2009) .
Without any doubt, the United States took the lead in the transformation from the managed to the entrepreneurial economy and society (Acs, Carlsson and Karlsson 1999; Grilo and Thurik 2005; Freytag and Thurik 2007) . By 2000, the European Union finally recognized the importance of entrepreneurship. In the 2000 Lisboa Strategy, former European Commission president Romano Prodi confirmed that "… there is mounting evidence that the key to economic growth and productivity improvements lies in the entrepreneurial capacity of an economy" (cited by Audretsch 2009: 256) . In 2003, the Green Paper on entrepreneurship provided further details to the Member States on how to strengthen entrepreneurship (Green Paper 2003) .
Over the years, the EU has launched several new initiatives, from encouraging entrepreneurial attitudes, supporting entrepreneurial education, culture, and decreasing the administrative and financial burdens to foster business start-up. The Small Business Act (2008) summarizes the most important tenet of small business support and entrepreneurship as "Think small first". There are several EU reports providing positive examples and best practices to the Member States.
1 A common feature of the EU initiatives is the confusing mix of the traditional protection of small businesses and the intention to create an enabling entrepreneurial environment. Despite continuous efforts, there seems to be no sign that the gap between the EU and the United States is closing. On the contrary, the present struggle of the EU may lead to further deterioration of entrepreneurship as the consequence of equilibrating the fiscal balances and saving the Euro. While there is a large body of literature about comparing the entrepreneurial performance of different countries including the EU and the United States, agreement on the domain of entrepreneurship and entrepreneurship policy is still lacking (e.g. Acs and Szerb 2007; Grilo and Thurik 2005; Lundström and Stevenson 2005) . First, though, we discuss the definition and measurement of entrepreneurship. Building on previous work of Szerb (2010, 2011) , Acs, Autio and Szerb (2012, in press) we present the National System of Entrepreneurship, its measure, the Global Entrepreneurship and Development Index (GEDI), and the Penalty for Bottleneck methodology to describe the creation of a system-based composite entrepreneurship index suitable for public policy purposes.
In the subsequent parts of the paper we use the complex entrepreneurship "super-index," GEDI, its three sub-indexes, and 14 smaller component, called pillars, to present and evaluate the overall entrepreneurial performance of the EU member countries, their entrepreneurial strengths and weaknesses, and the efficiency of the use of the resources for entrepreneurship. The analyses are based on the GEDI 2013 (Acs et al. in press) edition dataset that involves the entrepreneurial description of 118 countries. However, in this paper we focus on the entrepreneurial performance of the European Union member states from a comparative perspective. We pay particular attention to the Old and the New EU member states.
The real novelty of this paper is a simulation on how to improve entrepreneurship in the EU member states. While there are several strong assumptions that limit the practical applicability of this simulation, it nevertheless illustrates how the GEDI method enables policy-makers to develop a better understanding of the systemic characteristics of country-level entrepreneurship and identify priority areas for national and EU-level entrepreneurship policy. The most important lesson learned is that a uniform "one size fits all" entrepreneurship policy does not work, and the EU member states should have a different policy mix to optimize their effort to enhance entrepreneurship.
The GEDI view of entrepreneurship
Entrepreneurship is probably one of the most studied yet amongst the least understood concepts in science. Presently, there is a lack of consensus about defining or conceptualizing entrepreneurship. There are several factors which contribute to this disagreement such as the various uses of the term entrepreneurship in many different academic fields from psychology, sociology, management, and economics; diverse aims; and that entrepreneurship means different things in individual, firm or national levels (Parker 2005; Shane and Venkataraman 2000) . However, a compromise about viewing entrepreneurship as a complex and multifaceted phenomenon has been emerging over the last twenty odd years (OECD 2006; Wennekers and Thurik 1999) . Since our paper Entrepreneurship and Policy aims to investigate entrepreneurship in a country-level context, the connection between entrepreneurship and economic development is vitally important. While many researchers highlight the importance of entrepreneurship in longterm growth (Gries and Naude 2008; Stam and van Stel 2011) , they view and describe entrepreneurship differently.
A similarly diverse picture emerges with the measurement of entrepreneurship. group three kinds of approaches as output, attitude, and framework measures for assessing entrepreneurship at the country level. The most widely applied output measures, like self-employment, small business density or new entry data, capture only the quantity aspects of entrepreneurship. A similar criticism can be raised about the value and opinion survey-based attitude indicators like the preferences toward self-employment and business start-up intentions. Framework measures, such as the World Bank Ease of Doing Business index or the OECD's Entrepreneurship Indicators Program (EIP), are supposed to capture the institutional and regulatory aspects of entrepreneurship, but fail to connect these aspects to actual entrepreneurial activity. Reflecting the need for a multidimensional definition of entrepreneurship, Ahmad and Hoffmann (2008) and Stenholm, Acs and Wuebker (2013) suggest a complex index construction method.
The lack of a widely accepted definition or measurement of entrepreneurship makes the evaluation of entrepreneurship policies difficult at best. Over the last decades, policies to encourage and influence entrepreneurship have ranged from promoting self-employment, start-ups, and small businesses (SMEs) to changes in the regulatory and institutional structure (Lundström and Stevenson 2005) . Apparently, it has become clear that the universal fostering of self-employment and business start-ups could easily lead to negative effects on the quality of the businesses and consequently on economic development (Shane 2009; Fritsch and Schröter 2009 ). The shift toward properly targeted policies to support productive and high impact entrepreneurship is the newest development in the public policy arena (Autio 2007; Henrekson and Stenkula 2009 ). However, policy-makers are still far from perceiving the real complexity of entrepreneurship and therefore how best to promote entrepreneurship.
Based on the arguments about the definition, the measurement, and the support of entrepreneurship, Acs and Szerb (2011) and Acs et al. (in press ) developed the GEDI. The GEDI methodology is based on the following critical assumptions: -A proper definition should reflect the multifaceted nature of entrepreneurship; -Country-level entrepreneurship should be examined and evaluated in terms of economic development; -Only a composite index is capable of capturing the complexity of entrepreneurship;
-The quality aspects of entrepreneurship cannot be neglected; -At the country level, both the individual and the institutional aspects of entrepreneurship are important; -Policy-makers should view entrepreneurship from a system perspective by considering the interrelation of the different aspects of entrepreneurship.
Based on the above criticisms and assumptions, GEDI defines country-level entrepreneurship as the National System of Entrepreneurship that "… is the dynamic, institutionally embedded interaction between entrepreneurial attitudes, abilities, and aspirations, by individuals, which drives the allocation of resources through the creation and operation of new ventures" (Acs et al. 2012: 11) . GEDI proposes four levels of index building as the GEDI super-index measuring entrepreneurship at the country level, the three sub-index (attitudes, abilities, and aspirations), 14 pillars, and 28 variables. All pillars contain an individual and an institutional component. A novelty of the GEDI approach is the way of looking at the connection between the individual and the institutional factors as interacting variables. The structure of the GEDI can be seen in Figure 1 . How, then, to define the basic building block of entrepreneurial attitudes, abilities, and aspirations? Entrepreneurial attitudes reflect the people's attitudes toward entrepreneurship. It involves opportunity, start-up skills, risk, networking, and cultural perceptions. Institutional embeddings are expressed as the size of the market, the tertiary level of education engagement, the riskiness of the country, the use of internet, and the prevalence of corruption.
Entrepreneurial abilities include some important characteristics of the entrepreneur that determine the extent to which new startups will have potential for growth, such as motivation based on opportunity as opposed to necessity, the potential technology-intensity of the startup, the entrepreneur's level of education, and the level of competition. These individual factors coincide with the proper institutional factors of regulation (business freedom), technology adsorption capability, the extent of staff training, and the dominance of powerful business groups.
Entrepreneurial aspiration refers to the distinctive, qualitative, strategyrelated nature of entrepreneurial activity. The individual and institutional factors of product and process innovation, high-growth expectations, strategy sophistication, internationalization, and the availability of risk financing constitute entrepreneurial aspirations (Acs et al. in press) . The full, short description of the pillars is in Table 1 . For more details and description of the variables, see Appendix Tables 1A and 1B .
An important note is that the GEDI three sub-indexes of attitudes, abilities and aspiration, their 14 pillars and 28 variables only partially capture the National System of Entrepreneurship that limits its general use for policy purposes. 
Pillar name Description

Opportunity Perception
Opportunity Perception refers to the entrepreneurial opportunity perception potential of the population weighted with the size and the level of agglomeration of that country reflecting the potential size of the market.
Start-up Skills Start-up Skill captures the perception of start-up skills in the population and weights this aspect with the quality of human resources available for entrepreneurial processes in the country.
Nonfear of Failure Nonfear of Failure captures the inhibiting effect of fear of failure of the population on entrepreneurial action combined with a measure of the country's business risk.
Networking
This pillar combines two aspects of Networking: (1) a proxy of the ability of potential and active entrepreneurs to access and mobilize opportunities and resources and (2) the possible use of the internet.
Cultural Support
The Cultural Support pillar combines how positively a given country's inhabitants view entrepreneurs in terms of status and career choice and how the level of corruption in that country affects this view.
Opportunity Start-up The Opportunity Start-up pillar captures the prevalence of individuals who pursue potentially better quality opportunity-driven start-ups (as opposed to necessity-driven start-ups) and weights this against regulatory constraints.
Tech Sector
The Technology Sector pillar reflects the technology-intensity of a country's start-up activity combined with a country's capacity for firm-level technology absorption.
Quality of Human Resources
The Quality of Human Resources pillar captures the quality of entrepreneurs by weighing the percentage of start-ups founded by individuals with higher than secondary education with a qualitative measure of the propensity of firms in a given country to train their staff.
Competition The Competition pillar measures the level of the product or market uniqueness of start-ups combined with the market power of existing businesses and business groups.
Product Innovation
The Product Innovation pillar captures the tendency of entrepreneurial firms to create new products. This pillar was created by weighting the percentage of firms that offer products that are new to at least some of their customers with a complex measure of innovation.
Process Innovation
The Process Innovation pillar captures the use of new technologies by start-ups combined with the Gross Domestic Expenditure on Research and Development (GERD). GERD serves as measurement of the systematic research activity as opposed to easy to copy technological improvements.
(Continued)
Entrepreneurship and Policy
The next problem is how to incorporate the system perspective into the index?
The Penalty for Bottleneck (PFB) methodology views the 14 pillars of entrepreneurship in interaction with one another. Following Miller's configuration theory (Miller 1986 (Miller , 1996 , we assert that entrepreneurial performance is more a function of the harmonization of the pillars than it is of the strength of individual pillars themselves. Thus, optimal entrepreneurial performance requires that the normalized values of the 14 pillars be equal. An important postulate of the PFB methodology is related to determining the role of the weakest pillar in the system (Goldratt 1994; Tol and Yohe 2006) : The lowest-value pillar constitutes a bottleneck in the system hindering the better performing pillars. Thus, the better performing pillars are penalized because of the unbalance. The size of the penalty depends on the magnitude of the bottleneck: The larger the difference between a particular pillar and the bottleneck pillar, the larger the penalty is. The PFB methodology is summarized in the following equation by assuming a moderate, logarithmic penalty function: where x i,j is the modified, after penalty value of the entrepreneurship feature j of country i, y i,j is the normalized value of the original entrepreneurship feature j of country i, i = 1, 2, … m (the number of countries), and j = 1, 2, … n (the number of entrepreneurial features).
There are some important policy related consequences of the PFB methodology. First, the different pillars cannot be fully substituted with each other. In Table 1 : (Continued)
Pillar name Description
High Growth The High-Growth pillar is a combined measure of (1) the percentage of high-growth businesses that intend to employ at least ten people and plan to grow more than 50 % in 5 years and (2) business strategy sophistication.
Internationalization
The Internationalization pillar captures the degree to which a country's entrepreneurs are internationalized, as measured by businesses' exporting potential weighted by the level of economic globalization of the country.
Risk Capital
The Risk Capital pillar combines two measures of finance: informal investment in start-ups and a measure of institutional venture capital. Availability of risk capital is to fulfill growth aspirations.
Source: Adopted from Autio et al. (2012: 29-30 ).
( 1) other words, the performance of the better performing pillar just only partially compensates for the bad performance of the bottleneck pillar. Second, the whole GEDI index can be improved the most by increasing the bottleneck pillar. The magnitude of the enhancement depends on the relative size of the bottleneck as compared to the other pillars. Third, for policy-makers it means that the enhancement of the worst performing bottleneck pillar is the most important priority for entrepreneurship policy.
The level of entrepreneurship in the European Union and in its member states
We have data for 25 out of the 27 EU member countries, except Luxemburg and Malta. The individual data are mainly from the 2010 and 2011 cycle of the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor Adult Population Survey (APS). There are various sources of the applied institutional data mainly representing the same years as the individual data (Appendix 1A, 1B). Table 2 presents the ranking, the GEDI overall scores of the best 60 countries out of the total 118 countries. The EU member countries rank from the 2nd to the 50-51st place. The entrepreneurial performance of the EU member countries varies significantly from 0.63 to 0.30: The difference between the second and third (Sweden and Denmark) to the 50-51st (Romania) is more than twofold. However, there are only three EU countries, Sweden, Denmark, and the Netherlands, in the top ten. Anglo-Saxon countries, the United States, Australia, Canada, and the Nordic countries dominate the first places of index ranking. There are seven EU countries situated in the 11-20 places: the three largest economies (France, Germany, and the United Kingdom) together with four smaller, but highly developed countries (Belgium, Finland, Ireland, Austria) . While the difference between the number one United States and the second-third Sweden-Denmark is only 6%, it is 21% between the United States and the eleventh ranked France. In the four Southern European countries, Spain, Italy, Portugal, and Greece, entrepreneurial performance is below that which would be expected by their level of economic development. By no surprise, these are the countries that were the most hit by the economic crisis.
The best new member state Slovenia is the 23rd ranked with a solid performance of 0.43 GEDI points. The Baltic States and the Czech Republic have relatively high GEDI points as compared to their development. Poland, Slovakia, and Hungary also perform acceptably, but the Cyprus should have been more entrepreneurial, given its level of development. The two lowest developed EU member countries, accessing to the EU only in 2007, Bulgaria and Romania, are the bottom of the EU GEDI rank.
By comparing the EU to the United States, the superiority of the United States is clear: The EU average GEDI is 0.43 while the United States is 0.67. Dividing the EU-member countries into the Old (pre-2004 members) and the New (the countries that joined in 2004 and 2007) , there is a significant difference in the entrepreneurial performance: The Old members' GEDI average is 0.49 while the New member states' GEDI average is only 0.36. The entrepreneurial strengths and weaknesses of the European Union member states.
For analyzing the entrepreneurial strengths and weakness of the EU countries, we need to decompose the GEDI index. While it is possible to investigate entrepreneurship related to the three sub-indexes, we focus on the analysis of the 14 pillars. Table 3 shows the 14 pillar values for each of the 25 European Union member states and the United States.
The pillar scores in Table 3 are calculated as the normalized points of the pillars including all the 118 countries, where the worst country receives a point 0 and the best country receives a point 1. The colors demonstrate the relative position of the particular country with respect to the representative pillar from the disadvantageous red position to the favorable green situation. More lightgrey cells indicate a favorable position of the EU countries. These pillars are the Nonfear of Failure, the Networking, the Opportunity Perception, Competition, and the Internationalization. The high number of dark-grey cells shows the unfavorable position of the EU countries. A more accurate picture can be seen is Table 4 where we list the three most limiting pillars for all the 25 member countries and the EU.
The most limiting pillars for the European Union countries are the Process Innovation, the Venture Capital, and the Opportunity Perception. While Process Innovation is the worst pillar for only four member states, it is the second most impeding factor in eleven EU countries. Formal and informal venture financing (Risk Capital) is the most binding constraint for seven countries, and five new member states rank as second. Opportunity Perception is mentioned in the first place seven times, mostly by the Southern European countries and the New member states. High Growth is problematic mostly in the Old member countries, Belgium, Sweden, Spain, Finland, and Netherlands.
Comparing the Old member states, the New member states, and the United States, the United States outperforms the Old EU member states in twelve out of the 14 pillars. The Old EU member countries are better than the United States only in Networking and Opportunity Start-up. The New EU member states outperform the Old EU member states in High Growth and Internationalization. Moreover, the Internationalization pillar is on par with the United States. The whole EU is considerably behind the United States in terms of Opportunity Perception, Start-up Skills, the Quality of Human Resources, and Risk Capital. The New member states are particularly vulnerable in Opportunity Perception and Process Innovation.
The GEDI's Penalty for Bottleneck (PFB) methodology maintains that the optimal combination is when all the 14 pillars of entrepreneurship have the same value. The Average Bottleneck Efficiency (ABE) measures the magnitude of Table 3 , the colors represent the relative position of the particular country from favorable (light grey) to unfavorable (dark grey).
We can see that EU's 13 remaining GEDI index pillars represented, on average, only 58% of the value of its best performing index pillar (Nonfear of Failure). The New member states seem to be more imbalanced (54.42%) than the Old member states (60.62). The most efficient country is Sweden (70.68), even better than the United States (66.96). Out of the most developed EU nations, the United Kingdom has surprisingly low ABE scores. All the Southern European countries (Spain, Italy, Portugal, and Greece) exhibit not only low GEDI scores but also high imbalances over the 14 pillars of entrepreneurship. The most imbalanced country is Greece with an extremely low 37.61 ABE scores implying low efficiency in the application of the entrepreneurial resources. Of the New member states, Hungary is the most efficient country while its neighbor Slovakia is the least efficient country.
A simulation on improving entrepreneurship in the European Union
In the previous section, we described and analyzed the entrepreneurial performance of the European Union compared to its main competitor and benchmark country the United States. On the one hand, it is clear that the United States outperforms the EU member countries. In this sense, GEDI just reinforces what other researchers have already found. However, the GEDI analysis has pointed to the significant differences in the entrepreneurial performance across the EU member countries. There are considerable deviations among the Old member states and the New member states, and among the Nordic countries and the Southern European countries. At the same time, the main administrative and decision-making bodies of the EU have been trying to provide general, uniform policies and guidelines to its member states. According to the GEDI, one size does not fit all, and we need tailor-made policies according to the specific needs of each country. An important note is that the following simulation has a limited potential for interpreting as a policy recommendation because it relies on important assumptions restraining its practical application. First, the applied 14 pillars of GEDI only partially reflect the national system of entrepreneurship. Consequently, maximizing the GEDI index of a particular country does not mean maximizing the whole NSE of a particular country. Second, we assume that all GEDI pillars require roughly the same effort to improve by the same magnitude, which might well not be realistic. Third, we assume that the costs of the resources to improve the 14 pillars are about the same. In fact, these costs may vary significantly over pillars . Fourth, we set aside the differences in country size by presuming that the same effort is necessary to improve the GEDI over the 25 EU countries. Of course, the cost of an improvement of a pillar in larger country like Germany could be considerable higher than in a smaller country like Slovenia.
An important implication of the GEDI analysis is that the best way to increase the GEDI is to reduce the differences between the pillars by enhancing the weakest GEDI pillar. However, another pillar may become the weakest link constraining the performance in entrepreneurship. This system dynamics leads to the problem of "optimal" allocation of the additional resources. In other words, if a particular EU country were to allocate additional resources to improving its GEDI Index performance, how should this additional effort be allocated to achieve an "optimal" 2 outcome? While optimality is relatively clear in the country level, it is more complicated in the EU level. How should the efforts to increase entrepreneurship be divided among the member states? There are several possible scenarios. We mention only three scenarios and examine with simulation only one case. Let's assume that we would like to increase the average GEDI index by 0.1, from the 2011 average of 0.43 to 0.53, closing the 36% gap to the United States by 15%. The first possibility is to increase the GEDI by 0.1 in each country. The second possibility Table 6 : Simulation of "optimal" policy allocation to increase the GEDI score by 0.1 in the EU member countries. could be to try closing the more than twofold differences among the member states and allocating the resources to the least entrepreneurial countries. The third possibility is to try to optimize over the countries and allocate the additional resources in such a way so as to increase the average EU GEDI index point the most. Here, we are dealing with only the first, simplest case.
In the following, we simulate a situation in which each of the investigated EU member countries increase its allocation of entrepreneurship policy resources in an effort to gain a 0.1 improvement in the GEDI Index. As described earlier, the PFB method calculation implies that the greatest improvement can be achieved by alleviating the weakest performing pillar. Once the binding constraint has been eliminated then the further available resources should be distributed to improve the next most binding pillar. We iterated this procedure until an overall GEDI Index performance of 0.1 in every country had been achieved. The result of the simulation is shown in Table 6 .
We can see that to improve the EU average GEDI index score by 0.1, an "optimal" effort allocation would call for a 22% improvement in the Process Innovation pillar, a 20% in the Risk Capital pillar, and a 17% in the Opportunity Recognition pillar. Of the remaining effort, our simulation suggests that 9% should be allocated to High Growth, 7% to Tech Sector, and 6% to Quality of Human Resources. Less than 5% new effort is necessary to enhance Product Innovation, Internationalization, Start-up Skills, and Cultural Support. The remaining pillars, Nonfear of Failure, Opportunity Start-up, and Competition require less than 1% effort.
However, looking at Table 6 it is apparent that the "optimal" policy mix is different for the 25 EU member countries. There are not even two EU member countries having the same policy mix to improve the GEDI score by 0.1. Of course, many countries need to improve Process Innovation or Risk Capital, but they apply different amounts of new resources to reach the desired GEDI score. Countries also differ in the amount of the required additional new resources: for Slovenia there are only 0.55 (7.7%) new resources necessary while Bulgaria requires 1.06 (22.3%). All the other EU countries are between these two extremes.
Summary
The main purpose of this paper is to present the potential public policy applicability of the GEDI approach for the European Union and its member countries. Based on the multidimensional view of entrepreneurship, we introduced the concept of the National System of Entrepreneurship. While previous entrepreneurship measures incorporated only individual data, the GEDI combined individual data with contextual institutional factors. GEDI also holds that the building blocks, called pillars, of the NSE interact with one another. The Penalty for Bottleneck methodology quantified the system view by stating that the performance of the NES is determined by the country's worst performing pillar. In addition, the PFB also assumes the partial substitutability of the pillars of entrepreneurship. However, the exact size and magnitude of the substitution is not known.
We applied the GEDI approach to examine the entrepreneurial performance of the European Union and 25 out of its 27 member countries. The outcome of the analysis is underlined by three factors. First, the EU has been lagging behind its main competitor, the United States, in almost all aspects of entrepreneurship. Second, the low level of entrepreneurship is one of the main reasons for the relative stagnation of the EU and a cause of the world-wide recession. The less entrepreneurial Southern European countries struggle and suffer the most. Third, the EU recognized its lagging position, but these ambitious aims described in the 2000 Lisboa Agenda seem not to be fulfilled. On the contrary, the differences between the EU and the United States have increased, calling for a new approach, an agenda for future research.
The EU member nations' example highlights the usefulness of the GEDI method in analyzing the entrepreneurial profiles of countries from a system perspective. According to the GEDI index, the EU countries differ considerably in their entrepreneurial performances. Moreover, even larger differences exist over the 14 pillars in the country levels. In addition to highlighting the most binding bottleneck factors of entrepreneurial performance, the GEDI methodology also provides rough indications on how much a country should invest to alleviate a given bottleneck.
The unique feature of GEDI's Penalty for Bottleneck methodology is that, for the first time, it is possible to begin simulating alternative policy scenarios and their possible effects at the system level. While numerous potential policy mixes exist, we analyzed only one situation in which the GEDI scores were improved by all the 25 EU member countries by 0.1, about 15%. This simplest simulation is based on four important binding assumptions that limit the practical applicability of the results. One of the most important implications of the analysis is that uniform policy does not work, and the EU member states should apply different policy mixes to reach the same improvement in the GEDI. Despite this, the GEDI framework does not offer a panacea for policy-makers, it does provide a useful learning device as a starting point for further policy analysis. 
